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REMARKS 

These remarks are in response to the Office Action dated January 13, 2006. Applicant 
hereby requests a three month extension of time. The Commissioner is hereby authorized to 
charge the extension fees, any additional fees that may be required or credit any overpayment to 
Deposit Account No. 50-0951. 

At the time of the Office Action, claims 1-11 were pending. In the Office Action, claims 
1-3 and 6 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 
6,062,487 to Bedetti ("Bedetti"). Claims 1-3, 4 and 6 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as 
being anticipated by SU 1777944 to Litvinov, et al. ("Litvinov"). Claims 7 and 8 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bedetti or Litvinov in view of U.S. Patent 
No. 4,556,090 to Pujari ("Pujari"). Claims 9-1 1 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
impatentable over Bedetti or Litvinov in view of U.S. Patent No. 4,495,086 to Hiroshima et al. 
("Hiroshima"). Claim 5 was allowed. Applicant respectfully submits that the claims are 
patentable over these references. 

Bedetti teaches an apparatus in which granules are produced without the need for 
vibrating means. Notably, in contrast to the assertions in the Office Action, Bedetti does not 
teach or suggest an apparatus which applies vibrations to a second distributor 5. In particular, 
the Office Action incorrectly asserts that the bucket 5 of Bedetti is mounted in a sliding manner 
on the shaft 1 5 and that a vibrating device is directly associated with the bucket 5 to make it 
vibrate in an axial direction. To the contrary, in Bedetti, the bucket 5 does not axially vibrate but 
merely rotates with the shaft 15, and the break up of the liquid jets is obtained by varying the 
pressure transmitted to the liquid jets leaving the bucket 5 ( see, for example, Bedetti, column 4, 
lines 27-36). 

Thus, in stark contrast to the features of claim 1, there is no teaching or suggestion in 
Bedetti to include one or more of a device to apply vibration to a bucket, a bucket mounted in a 
sliding way on the driving shaft in the axial direction integral with it in rotation, and a device 

directly associated with a bucket to make it vibrate in the axial direction. 

Turning now to Litvinov, the vibrator device 17 of Litvinov is not suitable to make 
bucket 3 vibrate in an axial direction. To the contrary, the vibration movement imparted by the 
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vibrator pneumatic cylinder 17 is horizontal. Moreover, Litvinov does not teach or suggest a 
bucket 3 mounted in an axial sliding way on a shaft 2. 

For the foregoing reasons, claim 1 should be considered patentable over the cited prior 
art. Claims 2-11 are also allowable because of their dependence upon an allowable base claim, 
and because of the further features recited. 

Applicant has made every effort to present claims which distinguish over the prior art, 
and it is believed that all claims are in condition for allowance. Nevertheless, Applicant invites 
the Examiner to call the undersigned if it is believed that a telephonic interview would expedite 
the prosecution of the application to an allowance. In view of the foregoing remarks. Applicant 
respectfully requests reconsideration and prompt allowance of the pending claims. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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AKERMAN SENTERFITT 
Post Office Box 3188 
West Palm Beach, FL 33402-3188 
Telephone: (561) 653-5000 
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